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The Illusjon of Free Choice: Ideals of Care and Child Care Policy
in the Flemi sh and Dutch 1
Nelfare States
Monique Kremer

1996, a telling headline appeared in a Dutch newspaper: “Belgian Chilci Only
nComes Home to Sleep” (Utrechts Nieuwsblad 1996). The piece that followed was
written by a Dutch correspondent who had recently been sent to Belgium. The
newly arrived man wanted his voung daughters to becorne quickly and smoothly in
tegrateci into elgian society. Ho described how the elgian state cares for young
children: when they are babies they go to child care, and at the age of two and a half
the)’ go to school, where they stay from 8:30 A.M. until late in the day. They have
lunch there, and when classes are over, they can go to clubs until 6:30 P.M. The
Dutch journalist was shocked. “How does this full-time care affect the welfare of
children?”he queried. He decided not to let his daughters assimilate any further into
tlseir new’ home country. Instead, they came home for lunch to eat their bread with
peanut butter, “just as if we are still in the Netherlands.”
This chapter focuses on differences in child care policy in two welfare states that
are always clustered together: Planders and the Netherlands. They are part of the
same cultural family—the national language is Dutch (Castles 1 9
93)—ancl the)’ are
both considered conservativecorporatist regimes, though w’ith a touch of social
clemoeracy (Esping-Andersen 1990; Kersbergen 1995; Knijn and Kremer 1997;
Cantillon 1999). Christian democracy has been the dominant po[itical ideology,

particularly with regard to welfare policies.Yet when it comes to child care, the dif
ferences Letw’een the two countries are striking and illuminating. While Flanders
has a well-developed, state-financed child care system, in the Netherlands—an oth
erwise well developed welfare state—child care services are still in their infancy.
In the Netherlands in 1988, only 2 percent of all voung children (from birth to
three years of age) useel state-financed child care.This Figure has risen to around 10
percent to date, indicating the rapid expansion of child care in the 1 99
Os (ECNC
1996;Tweede Kamer 1998—1999). However, this State intervention was based on a
welfare mix that stresses the responsibility of employers and emploees, with the re
sult that Dutch child care is one of the most expensive provisions ir Europe (Brad
shaw et al. 1996). Moreover, the market supply of child care does not function as
somc cconomists would have us believe: that is, there is a tremendous supply prob

lem, and demand continues to grow. Many working parents try to find a child min
der/housekeeper on the “gray market,” but they are not always lucky. For older chil
dren (four to twelve), child care is even more problematic. After-school services are
hardly developed. Some schools, like those to which the journalist refers, still have a
long lunch break in the middle of the day, during which children are supposed to go
home to eat bread and peanut butter with their mothers. This pattern reflects an ide
ology of full-time motherhood, which is stili predominant in the Netherlands.
Flanders has a much longer history of state intervention into child care. The
Flemish child care level of the 1 980s was higher than today’s Dutch provision. In
1988 the state subsidized 18 percent of all places for children under age three. Af
ter-school care is also weil-organized. In addition, as the journalist noted, children
from age two and a half and above have the right to attend school. By the late 1990s,
one-third of children from birth to three years of age use state-subsidized child
care—the same level as in Sweden (ECNC 1996; VWS 1997; Kind en Gezin 1997).
Child care is almost completely state controlled and state subsidized. The Flemish
welfare state inciudes both a highly varied system of home-based day care mothers
and child care centers, and child care is comparatively inexpensive (Bradshaw et al.
1996). In general, Flemish child care policy is based on the notion that mothers
should have a “free choice”—not only between working and caring, but also con
cerning which type of care facility they want to use if they decicle to work.
How can two welfare states that are so similar be so different? How can a welfare
State like that of the Netherlands contain such poorly developed child care? How
can a conservative welfare state like that of Flanders contain state child care on the
level of Sweden’s? 1-Jow is it possible to cleveiop chilcl care cluring a periocl that so
often is labeled one of welfare-state crisis? And finally, how does the development of
cbild care relate to women’s labor-market participation?
It is impossible to answer all these complex questions fully in one chapter. In
stead, 1 will use a cultural-institutional approach, which is one way to explain the
clifferences in recent state interventions. A welfare state Las many faces. It can Le
seen as a mercliant (helping to bring supply and demand together) or as a notary
(adjudicating the social contract between pcoplc and between people and the state),
but above all, a welfare state is a priest. It tries to prescribe norrns and values, and,
through financial incentives, lirnit people’s choices. At the same time, the range of
policy options is limited Lecause it has to fit in {th the dominant culture (some eau
it “ideology”) in order to become accepted.The culture is, in turn, linked to institu
tional settings. This view of the state is rny point of departure.
For this chapter T ehose to discuss the case of Planders rather than all of Belgiuin
because chilcl care policy is the full responsihility of the local community, not of the
federal state. T selected Flanders rather thanWalloon because it more closely resem

bles the Netherlands in terms of ideological and cultural background. Sometimes,
however, reliable and comparable statistics are available only for the federal level, in
which case 1 refer to Belgiurn, as T do when cliscussing the early development of
child care policy before the comrnunal split in 1980.

The Conservative-Corporatist Regime and Ideals of Care
In both the Netherlands and Flanders, Christian Democratie coalitions were vital
for the development of the welfare state, and Christian Democrats have always held
the cahinet seats for welfare, child care, or family policy. According to Gosta Esping
Andersen (1990), in conservative-corporatiSt welfare state regimes the role of the
church is pivotal. With churches continually warning against unbridied capitalism,
the state bas plcaded for intervention, but only to the extent that formulations of
social rights would not ignore the “natural order” or turn it upside down. Therefore,
this type of regime prcserves status, class, and gender differentials. In practice this
means that benefits and taxation encourage full-time motherhood, and social insur
ance is based on dependency relations within the family—that is, women are pre
sumed to Le financially clepencient upon their partners. Consequently, women’s
labor-market activity is low. This is also a cause-and-effect of the lack of care facili
ties. The state, in conservative-corporatist regimes, intervenes only when the fam
ily’s resources are exhausted.This ideology is based on the principle of”subsidiarity”
(Catholic) or “sovereignty” in one’s own cirele (Protestant).
Although the conservative-corporatist regime type is useful for iclentifving eer1 factors, it is too broad to explain clifferences or
tam common cultural and politica
continental European welfare states. The Netherlands,
among
distinctions
analyze
Germany, Austria, Italy, Switzerland, Belgium, and France—nearly all Western Euro

pean counfries are considered conservative-corporatist, although in certain respects
they are very different from one another, ith hild care provisions and female labor
force participation in Planders and the Netherlands being a case in point. In order to
understand diffcrencc5 in this particular policy area, we must adapt the corporatist
conservative framework to take account of families as well as the state in shaping la
Lor markets, and also consider the role of women’s movements in mobilizing their
1 rights in order to establish social rights.
power resources and politica
This adapted heuristic framework for the analysis of regimes directs us to man)
pressing questions about child care policy in Flanders and the Netherlands. When
and in which institutional context did the state take (any) responsibility with respect
to chilcl care? What were the reasons for intervention? How flexible is the Catholic
concept of subsidiarity? Does Christian clemocracy have the same meaning in Plan
ders as in the Netherlands? What is the rolc of social movemcnts, such as the
women’s movement? How does tise mix of child care relate to women’s labor inar
het participation and dependency relationships writhin the family?
In the sections that follow, T first analyze family, state, and the market mix of
child care in relationshiF to mothers’ labor-market participation; the focus is on
child care for children from birth to threc years of age in the 1980s and ‘90s. T then
exarnine the history of child care provisions, showing that state intervention in Flan
clers came much earlier and proceeclecl incrementally. It was motivated by micro
cconomics: with state child care provisions, families would Le aLle to support

themselves financially. In the Netheriands, even moderate state intervention did not
begin until the 1990s, and then it was motivated by macroeconornic argumentation.
Intervention occurred within a more liberal institutional setting, which in practice
meant that (individual) employers and (individual) employees were made responsi
bie. In the next section T discuss the 1 9
SOs and ‘90s further, asking whv child care
policy in the Netherlands and Flanders is so different. This question will be an
swered by examining the ideological concept of “free choice,” which nowadays is
much more illuminating as a key word than the notion of subsidiarity. T will focus on
liberal and Christian Democratic interpretations of free choice, as well as on differ
ent institutional settings.
To be able to understand the difference in child care policy between the two
cases more fully, we need one more instrument in our tool kit. For the purpose of
studying child care, 1 want to propose a cultural framework that heips explain the
origins and outcomes of child care policy. For this cultural dimension of welfare
states, T use the notion of”ideals of care.”A care ideal, asArlie Hochschild has put it,
“implies a deflnition of care, an idea about who gives it, and how much of what kind
of care is ‘good enough” (1995, 333). Care ideals define what is “appropriate care.”
More specifically, they imply something about where it should be given (home or
institution) and in what way it contributes to the upbringing of children. Is it better
than, worse than, or just different from mother care?
Icleals of care are an answer to the moral predicament of working and caring.
Obviously, one can stick to the traditional ideal of full-time mother care and con
sider this the most appropriate way to care for yoimg children. But if women want
or need to enter the labor market, new care ideals must be cleveloped. Since this is
the case in all contemporary weifare states, cultural shifts have taken place and new
ideals have arisen everywbere. Welfare-state analysts often use a bipolar approach
that assumes there is only one alternative to the male-breadwinner model, nameiy
the individual model, wherein each adult is regarded as a wage-earner in his or her
own right. The male-breadwinner model can be founci in the United Kingciom, the
Netherlancis, and Germany, whereas the individual model is an exclusive Seandina
vian model (Sainsbury 1996; Lewis 1992 and 2001). T use a more differentiated
ap

proach that distinguishes betlveen the full-time mother care ideal and parental
sharing, intergenerational care, surrogate mother, and professional care, and T argue
that cultural icleals are not hegemonic or mutually exclusive. Th
0 moral prediea
ment of work versus care is likely to be solved through a strategy of “piek and mix,”
SO hybrid ideals are possible. Care ideals are
part of an adaptation process on the
level of individual mothers (and sometimes fathers), bot they are also embedded in
organizational sfructures such as schools, enferprises, social service agencies, Politi
cal parties, and social rnovements, and therefore also in welfare-state regulation. In
different welfare states, different mixes will exist.

Ideals of care thus operate on two levels, and, consequently, contribute to the
theoretical framework of sping-Andersen in two ways. iirst, icleals 0
f care cm help
to explain differences in policy in the last decades. Pew welfare states, politica
1 par

ties, or social movements stili embrace the ideal of full-time motherhood.To under
stand why and how various patterns of state intervention in child care developed as
they did, we need a new, more subtle, analytical framework. In the case of Flanders,
care ideals cm help explain how state intervention in child care could be reconciled
with a conservative-corporatist welfare regime, while in the case of the Nether
lands, the same concept can help explain the lack of state intervention. Care ideals
thus account for why some policy choices can be made and others cannot.
Second, ideals of care can help explain gender relations (outcomes). They can
contribute to an understanding of the differences between categories of wornen
(e.g., grandmothers, lower-class women, and professionals) in terms of citizenship
and labor-market participation. Some ideals contest full-time mothering while oth
ers reproduce this practice.
Most welfare state analysis is based on a specific idea about human behavior: us
ing a notion of homo economicus, it assumes that citizens make weli-informed choices
based on economie models of rationality. The study of social policy therefore fo
cuses on “financial incentives.” Such analysis views the relationship between child
care and women’s status as follows: if child care is cheap and available, women will
be engaged in the labor market. 1f breadwinner arrangements are rewarded by tax
policy and social security, women stav at home. Women thus enter the labor market
when die State takes over the “cost of familvhood,” but stay at home when financial
incentives encourage them to do so (see, for instance, Esping-Andersen 1990 and,
even more, 1999; Anttonen and Sipiffi 1996; Sainsbury 1996; O’Connor, Orloff,
and Shaver 1999).
The notion of ideals of care proposes a different understanding of how social
policy affeets pcoplc’s behavior. Would mothers work en masse if tomorrow plenty
of child care became available or if all male breadwinner advantages were elimi
nated? It is difficult to answer this question with an unqualifiedyes. Vvromen would
probably enter the hibor market only i( the financial incentives anti the nature of
child care provisions fit their ethos. Take the example of boe mothers. Rosalind Ed
wards and Simon Duncan (1996), who studied the British case, argue that many
lone mothers appear to behave irrationally, at least when it comes to pursuing their
own economie self-interest. Weli-educated mothers in particular would be much
more econornically successful if they entered the labor market, but they do not do
so en rnasse.Whv not? According to Edwards and Duncan, “lone mothers’ individual

calculations need to be placed in the frarnework of gendered moral rationalities that
are constructed, negotiated and sustained socially in particular contexts.” Or, as
James March and Johan P. Olsen (1959) put it, human behavior is circumscribed by
a culturally specific sense of appropriate action. When the Dutch journalist criti
cized the Belgian ehild care systern, he did not speak about the eosts of child care,
nor was he making a rational econornic choice when he decided his kids should
come home for lunch. Rather, his ideal of care—full-time motherhood—was dif
ferent than the one consiclered appropriate in Belgium.
Financial incentives, such as affordabic child care services, are therelore proba

bly effective only when they fit srnoothly into a broader cultural context and thus
should be examined accordingly. Financial incentives, economie distribution, and
the economie value attached to certain types of care are embedded in and part of
“ideals of care.” Inversely, social pohcy is more than a set of financial structures that
lirnit and accommodate people’s choices: social policy can also be read as a sermon,
or a set of cultural messages, which can become dear when analyzing political de
bates and policy papers. Some measures and regulations at first sight have few (fi
nancial) consequences, bot they can have enormous influence on the cultural level.
As Philip Corrigan and Derek Sayer put it, “states
state” (1985, 3).
The final sections of this chapter will illustrate how different ideals of care can
.

.

.

be studied, using as examples the surrogatc mother in Flanders and parental sharing

in the Netherlands. How do these ideals of care fit the conservative-corporatist
regime? What do they mean for gender relations?This approach further illurninates
the configuration of economie and cultural dimensions of welfare states.

The State o Care Today
Much more than in the Netherlands, the Plcmish state l-las intervened to provicle
care for chilclren when mothers are at vork. In the Netherlands much less monev
bas been allocated for child care, even ütough the country has thrce times as man)’

children as Flanders. These financial differences are mirrored in the number of chil
dren who use state-financed child care. While the Netherlands still subsidizes few
facilities for young children, Plemish rates are higher than those in France (hy 23
percent), anti they are even comparable th the Swedish (ECNC 1996). Morcover,
in Flanders the state pays most of the costs of child care, white in the Nctherlands

parents and ernployers have to contribute substantially (see table 5. 1). Therefore it
is not a coincidence that child care services in the Netherlands are among the most
cosdy for parents in hm-opc (ilraciskaw et al.199).
In the Netherlands in 198$, only 2 percent of all children used subsidized child
care. This bas risen from 13,000 children in 1989 to 60,000 in 1995 to almost
66,000 in 1997 (YW5 1997;Tweede Kamer 1998—1999).This was due to the Stim
ulative Measure on Child Care, which the government launched in 1990 and
was in place until 1 99e. With th
5 measure th dominant icicology of chilci care be
came

dear:

the

State

contributes only when both employer and employee pay for

child care. Employers are supposed to buy bcdrijfsplaarsen—”company places”—for
their eniployees in (public) child care institutions. Over the years, their contribu
tions becarne increasingly important. in 1989 the state paicl 55 percent, parents 35
percent, and employers 10 percent. In 1995 this ratio changed to 4-0:40:20. As par
ents’ contribution increased substantially, that of the state decreased. However, new

but partial measures have been taken. In 1 996 the Dutch government proposed to
spend more to subsidize child care for single parents, allocating a som of money es
pecially to this group. Much more is spent on after-school child care, which is also

poorly developed in the Netherlands. More recently, due to growing economie
prosperity, more public investments have been proposed. All tuit] (inciuding afterschool as well as preschool scrvices), the Dutch government wants to expand child
care by 71,000 available places by 2002.This would mean a doubling of existing
piaces. It is doubtful, however, whcther this is a realistic target given the moderate
amount of subsidy (Tweede Kamer 1998—1999).
In Flanders, by contrast, the development of child care was much more incre
mental. In the 1960s the state began subsidizing child care so that by 1983, 17 per
cent of children from birth to three years of age were already using state-subsidizcd
child care. In the 1980s and 1990s this proportion grew steadilv. In the late 1980s,
subsidies w’ere frozen, bot when shortages arose, the)’ increased once more, with
the result that there bas hardly ever been a real shortage of child care in Flanders. By
19S8, 23 percent of children were carecl for in state-funded child care; by’ 1993, this
had risen to 31 percent (Kind en Gezin 1997). This level has remained stcady up to
the present.

State investment in child care has meant a complete reshaping of the Flemish
child care landscape. To be more precise, it meant a formalization of child care. The
increase of state financing has not, however, let] to an increase in the proportion of
children being cared for outside the nuclear family. From the mid-1980s to today,
that number bas held steady at 60 percent. Subsidies have meant that informal
arrangements were formalized, and supervised child minders have displaced the
caregiving of grandparents and unregulated child minders.
Of all Plemish children who are cared for outside the home, 30 percent now re
ccive care from day care mothers two-thirds of whom are subsidized bv the state
(scc table 5.2).Thcse women are linkcd to a dienst voor op,-anggczinncn (a service for
day care mothers), w’hich controls the qualitv of care and sorts Out the finances of
day care mothers. Parents pay according to income. Since the 1 980s, the bulk of
5 type of h11d care. In 1987 the state
state hIli care subsidies have gone to th
funded 10,000 places witli day care rnothers and 10,000

in child

care institutions; in

1996, 12,000 places were available in day care institutions whflc more than 20,000
TABLE 5.1: StIBSIDIZED CHILD CARE AROUND 1995
T1-11 NT1-ILRLANDS

ILANDtRS

State subsidies

231- billion guildcrs

2,820 bilhon frank
(155 billion guildcrs)

Percentage of all children
under the age of four who use
subsiclized child care

8 percent

30 percent

40 percent

Costs to the account of:
State
Parents

40 percent

7S percent
25 percent

Employcrs

20 percent

0 percent

SouRcCsVWS (1997), Kind en Gezin (1997), ECNC (1996).

places were available with day care mothers (Kind en Gezin 1997). Nearly
all day
care families or child rninders are registered and controlled by the quasi-state
orga
nization of Kind en Gezin (Child and Family; formerly the National Office of
Child
hood). This is a consequence of a tax measure that was introduced in 1987. Parents
can deduct about Bfr345 per day (approximately 8.55 Euros), but only iftheir chil
dren are in registered and state-controlled child care. This fiscal measure uninten
tionally “whitened” the gray market of child care, so that informal paid
child
minding has become a rare phenomenon in Planders (Kind en Gezin 1997)
Day care mothers, or child minders, are also known in the Netherlands, but
those who are registered by the state are hardly used. In 1995 only 2 percen
t of
working mothers with children under the age of four used these gastgezinnen
, or
“host families” (Groot and Brink 1998). Also, in contrast to Flanders, their
labor is
not subsidized. In the Netberlands there is a real shortage in child care. xisting in
stitutions can not handle the demand; in 1998, there were about 32,000 children on
their waiting lists (Schippers et al. 1998), and the)’ are also more expensive
than
child n-iindcrs. As a result, around a quarter of working mothers with
children un
der four use privately paid child minders. Moreover, of all Dutch working
women
with children under the age of four, 40 percent use a bedrijfsplaats, company
aare
partly subsidizecl by the employer (Groot and Brink 1998).
Iornen’s

Labor Market Particiation and the Use of Child Care

The tYpe and financial structure of chilcl care is also related to the consumers
of
child care and how it is used. In both countries, the so-calleci Mattheus (Matthew)
effect may Le ohserved. As the Bihie says, “those who already have will gein
more,
those who have little will lose.” In other words, those
who are well off are more
likel,v to use welfare state services, while those who actually need subsidized
ser

vices are less likely to have access to them. In Planders as well as in the Nethcrlancls,

state-subsidized care is used mainly by more highly-eclucated mothers. This partl)’
reflects the fact that such niothers are more likely to vork, as een be seen
in table
5.3. In Flariders, working mothers who are less
educated, as well as lone mothers,
are more likely to use informal arrangements (such as the help of grandparents
) that
are even cheaper than state-subsidized child care (Storms 199Ç;VWg 1997). Fur
thermore, particularly in the Netherlands, formal hs1d care facilities are primarily

1

used bv rnothers with “big” part-time jobs (twenty-four hours or more per week).
Thus, the higher the income the more mothers use chilci care institutions that are
subsidized by either the state or an employer.
Another crucial difference between the two countries is that facilities are mostly
used part-time in the Netherlands and full-time in Flanders. Hardly any Dutch
mother will leave her child in care for the entire day. This reflects the composition
of mothers’ employment, as we can see below. In the Netherlarids, only 10 percent
more highly educated mothers work full-time, whereas in Belgium this figure is
54 percent. Child care in the Netherlands is hardly ever used five days a week—two
or thrce days is common practice—whereas in Planders full-time, full-week care is
common.
The use of state-subsidized child care seems to reflect the composition of
wornen’s labor but not the percentage of mothers who do participate. In the
Netherlands mothers are more likely to work part-time, and child care services are
thus used part-time. In Flanders and Belgium mothers are more likely to vork full
time and use child care services full-time.The number of wage-earning mothers in
Belgium is higher than in the Netherlands.
Yet if chilcl care is cheap, available, and heavily state-subsidized and controlleci,
why is the difference between the Netherlands and Belgium not more significant?
Belgian rates are even lower than in the United Kingdorn, which is known for its
lack of child care. Sweden has the same level of state-subsidized child care, but the
labor-market participation rates of mothers are much higher than in Belgium. Why
is this so? Later, 1 will return to these questions. First, however, 1 will discuss the
origin of state intervention in child care.

The Origin of State Intervention: The Labor Market Paradigrn
aners
in Belgium, the National Office of Chilcihood was already established in l9l9.This
organization controlled and subsidized kindergartens, particularly in the cities.
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Because of industrialization and the concentration of people in cities, working
mothers were merely- considered an urban phenomenon—one that was, however,
seen as a social problem. In that context child care was regarded as a necessary evil,
something which could solve the financial problems of the family. The National Of
fice wrote in 1940, “The crèche is just a pressing necessity. Many housewives vork
outside the home, but we may hope that this situation will improve, and we look
forward to a future in which they do not have to leave their homely hearth” (quoted
in Lambrechts and Dewispelaere 1980, 38).
But the situation did not change; mothers’ labor-market participation continu
ously increased. The Belgian government, however, could not excuse itself from a
responsibility already taken, In this case, path dependency, or Paul Pierson’s (1994)
term policyfeedback, is applicable. Families began to become dependent on this State
intervention and adapted their working and caring life accordingly. Since 1960, sub
sidized child care has increascd continuously. In 1 965 kinciergartens came under a
legal framework; in order to be recognized and subsidized, they had to fulfili certain
criteria. At that time, however, public child care was stil! considered bad for chil
dren. But for parents with low income, it was legitimate. By the late 1
6Os all
9
crèches—seventy-eight in total—were at least irnplicitly reserveci for children of
parents with low incomes (Deven 1998).
This pattern reveals that “subsidiarity,” an important Catholic concept, did not
mean that the state should not intervene, as it is often interpreted. Theo Salemink
(1991) points out that many Catholic politicians and thinkers have argued that upon
careful reading, Oucdregesimo onno (1 932; the Pope’s encyclical) means that the state
has a cluty to support families. “Help” is the original Latin meaning of subslddv; in the
context of chiki care, it meant that the State has a duty to support low-income fami
lies with child care facilities in order to protect families from falling into poverty.
During the late 1 960s and the 1 970s, women’s labor-market participation be
came an issue of emancipation as well as economie necessity. Employecl women as
well as ferninists clefinecl work as such: working was a way to express oneself, meet
other people, and have power in the public arena. Notions of economie indepen

dence seemed iess important, and financial necessity became less crucial as a motive
for working, although this was truer for more highly educated women, since less
educated women were less likely to have weli-paid ivork (Pauwels 1978). The
women’s n-lovement in Planders was broad and certainly not exclusively socialist;
the Catholic Working Womeri was a large and influential organiation with strong

links to the Christian Democratie Party.
At the same time, however, the idleal of full-time motherhoocl was till embed
de! in society. In 1976, when mothers’ labor market participation was already sub
stantial, the Belgian Parliament (thus the Socialist and Christian Democratie Parties)

agreed on a “5ocial-Pedagogical Premium”—a bonus for mothers who stayed at
home. Because of the pressure of the women’s movement—which lobbied strongiv
against it—and the financial costs of such payments, this law was never
irnple
mented, though it did pass parliament (Lambrechts 1979).This develoumcnt revcals

1

that in Flanders, as in many countries, tlere was a continuous debate between the
protagonists of the ideal of full-time mothering and those who supported working
mothers.
Subsidizcd child care grew steadily in Flanders. Apart from a short period bc
tween 1983 and 1987 when subsidies were frozen, the state increascd its subsidy to
child care every year. Child care policy remained firrnly rooted in a labor market par
adigrn. For cxample, the law on child care stipulates that “priority should be given to
children whose parcnts are not able to bring up their children themselves because of
work, or to children who becausc of social and/or pedagogical motives are depen
dent on guidance and care outside the home, and children whose parents have the
lowest incorne” (Welzijnszakboekje 1993, par 5, BS December 30, 1983).Thus child
care is by no means a universal right. Although It is primarily aimed at “needy” chil
dren and those whose (low-waged) parents are at w’ork, in practice, all parefltS can
use subsidized care—there is hardly any control over whethcr parcnts meet the con
ditions. The law, however, still reveals its origins: child care was subsidized because

women had to work to keep the famih’ from povertv; for this reason, the state subsi
f child care, and to a certain extent the stirna remains.
dizecl die necessary cvii 0

The NetheIands
The labor market rationale also becarne the basis of Dutch state intervcntion, but

from a different (macro- rather than micro-) economie perspective and during a
very different period, from the end of the I9SOs through the early 1990s. Urilike
never had to work because of economie
necessity. According to Janneke Plantenga (1996), the economie factor explains why
women’s labor-market participation was always significantly lower than elsewhcre

th
0
their Flemish counterparts, D

women

in Europe. Many European countries, including Flanders, cherished the idea that
women’s destiny was to bring up chilciren at home and not to be ernployed, but it

was only in the Netherlands that economie conditions alloweci these icleais to be
come reality. Compared to Germany as well as Belgium, the average income level

was much higher, making it possible to maintain this ideal of care for a long time. In
other words, the Dutch could afford to allow mothers to remain at home and put
into practice th icleal of full-time mothering, which was dominant all over hurope.
Thus, at a time when the Flemish state was alreacly supporting lcindcrgartens,
there was hardly any need to develop child care in the Netherlands. In the 1 950s and

‘60s, child care was regarded as something that would be immoral in a weil-devel
oped welfare state such as the Netherlands (Bussemaker 1998). For this reason pub
lic h1l care services werc established only sporadically in cities wherc there was a
“demonstrated need” and for cases where the family situation was “abnormal.” But

since economie conditions were better than in Flanders, comparatively few crèches
were set up.
1 issue: women from social dernoc
97 clilid care dId became a politica
l
In th Os
democrats, as in Belgium) became
Christian
backgrouods
(not
ratic and communist
si-rone rlrnctp’ for nnhlic rhild esre. Dutch w’omcn differed from their Belian
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counterparts in several ways; first, the Dutch women’s movement
itselfiacked con
sensus on the question of whether child care was important for women;
moreover,
the movement was not strong enough and had not built a viable,
recognized con
stituency in the political arena (Busscmaker 1998); therefore it
could not break the
dominant rationale in the political discourse—the rationale of
children’s interests,
through which child care was seen as a dangerous cxpression of
mothers’ self-inter
ests. This rationale predominated well int
0 the 1 980s. The Christian Democratie
minister then in office, Pelco Brinkman, rejected government-subsidized
child care;
pointing to what in the Netherlands were pejoratively labeled
“American situations,”
he argued that “many families no longer exist as such because
both man and woman
have to work or want to work, and that value is considered more
worthy than rais
ing a child” (quoted in Bussemaker 1998, 85).
It was not until the late 1 980
s and early 1 99Os that child care became a serious
politica! issue in the Netherlands. At that time child care was stil!
considered a re
sponsc to a critical situation, something that would
enable women to enter the labor

market but would not enhance children’s welfare. The difference
between the
Dutch and Flernish situations, however, was that the Dutch rationale was not
related
to microeconomjcs (the neeci for families to have dual earners) but to
macroeco
nomics (the crisis of the Dutch welfare
state).
The wclfare State was criticized in two ways,
first, it was argued that the welfare
State contributes to an
immoral ethos: people would become dependent on the state,
and this causes selfishness. To turn back this culture of clepenclency, the state should

decentralize responsibilities and make the family responsible

again for the welfare of
society. In the Netherlands this becarne a Christian Democratic
critique of the perverse conseguences of the state, but one framed
in a neoliberal language. Dtitch
Christian Democrats became strong advocates of

the market and the community.

Second, It was argued that the welfare state was too expensive. When the
Dutch
prime minister Ruud Lubbers stated in 1984- that the Netherlands were “iii,”
he was

referring to high uncmployment, the largest state deficit
in furope, and a large
number of people dependent on (sickncss)
benefits—a

situation that was dubbed
“the Dutch disease.” A report by the Scientific Council for
Government Policy enti
tled “A Working Perspective” (WRR 1990) summarizecl the problem and in
so doing marked a turning point, particularly for women. The report
said that in the
Netherlands a large amount of human capital was wasted
because women were
largely inactive. And for a sustainable welfare
state, particularly in the light of the
graying of society, we need to invest in female labor-market participation
and there
fore in chuld care. Notably, at first, women in general were encouraged to
take up

paid employment, but since the mid-1990s, single mothers
have been specifically
mandated to do so. Since they are dependent on
public assistance, the government
bas the policy levers to enforce this work mandate.

In the 1 99
0s, all parties agreed that child care was necessary to raise women’s
productivity. The Dutch government understood that the
substantial number of in
active women contributed to the crisis of the welfare
state. Using a macroeconornic
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rather than the Flemish microeconomic rsitionale, the state therefore introduced the
1

Stimulative Measure and rescrved 300 million guilders for investment. It is telling

that this money was derived from the extra tax incomes of dual-earner couples.
Child care in the Netherlands thus “boomed” in a very different time frame from
that in Planders. Flemish child care had a much longer history and was characterized
by incremental change, whereas Dutch provisions cleveloped rapidly in the early
1990s, when the Dutch welfare state entered a period of restructuring. The Dutch
pattern has had crucial consequences for the distribution of responsibility among

the market, families, and the state.

Free Ohoice and Restructuring of the Welfare State
Explicit child care policy in the Netherlands started only in the beginning of the
1 990s, when the welfare state was undergoing restructuring. In Flanders the so
calleci crisis of the welfare state went hand in hand with an increasc in state subsi
dies. Why in the Netherlands did the market become so important for chilci care?
Why is the mixture of family, state, and market different in the Netherlands? More
than the notion of subsidiarity, the ideological notion of “free choice,” which is so
dominant in the political discourse of the 1 990s, is important for analyzing recent
welfare-state restructuring. It should Le used to conceptualize the relationsbip Le
tween the individual, the rnarket, and the state in Loth cases.

ian (Iers
In Flanders, the notion of free choice has been crucial for child care policies on two
levels: first, people (reaci: mothers) must have a free choice between paid employ
ment and caring. Second, ifmothers do decide to work, they must have a free choice
as to which type of care they use for their children. On the first level, the must in
fluential—Christiall Democratie—view on working and caring hoids that it is not
up to the state to decide whether women should work or should care, though the
5 free choice. Therefore incentives Loth to work and
state does have to facilitate th
to care are embedded in social policies. Pinancial structures should Le in place to
ensure that mothers can stay at home if they wish. The Belgian tax system, for in
stance, inciudes the so-called marriage quotient (passed in 1987), a form of financial
compensatinn which, according to the Christian Democratie minister then in office,
Wivina de Meester, should Le seen as “a direct compensation for the employment of
the wife who works at home” (Vanistendael 1989). Indeed, the marriage quotient is
popularly known as “a vage for child rearing” (opvoedersloon). At the same time,
child care facilities should be available and afftrdable for all families.
Guaranteeing free choice is the vay the quasi-state organization Kind en Gezin
defines its responsibility and task. Their 1988 white paper, “Child Care: A Growing
Choice for Parents,” emphasized that it was not their aim to iniluence the decision
tl,ç’ liitir 1
ftI, st,tp to onshlç’ ILmilies to mslre the choice
0
fb,-,,;1; i-br,
0
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When parents on a large scale opt for child care, Kind en Gezin has to acknowledge
that choice and supply the necessary services.The increase in ckild care thus reflects
parental preferences since, according to Kind en Gezin, the State is obliged to follow
the demands of the parents.
But the principle of free choice not only concerns the dilemma of choosing be
tween working and caring. 1f they opt for work, parents should also have a free
choice about how their children are cared for. This is also embedded in the practice
of social policy and, again, it is visible in the tax system. As noted above, workers
may deduct some of the costs of child care, whether it is provided by centers or by a
mother or grandmother. The Christian Democratie party and the traditional moth
ers’ organization (Thuiswerkende Ouder, Gezin, Samenleving, or Homeworking
Parent and Family Society) insisted that parents who use unpaid informal care (such
as grandparents) or who stayed at home should not be at a fiscal clisadvantage.
In the supply of child care services, free choice between different types of care is
also crucial. Kind en Gezin asserts that parents should be able to choose between
day care mothers, institutions, or care by grandparents, and that the
government
should not show its preference or make judgments about parents’ choices. Accord
ing to Kind en Gezin, “To be able to chose freely means that care in the familial en
vironment (the day care mother) and in an institution are both possible. Both
formulas must be available for parents in all of Flanders” (Kind en
Gezin 1988,
11—12). Parents are responsibic for choosing, and the state has
to guarantee that the
options of choice are available. In Flanders the state is at the service of the parents.
The Nctherjands

In th Netherlands in the l
80s and l990s the notion of free choice also became
9

crucial, but it embraced a different meaning and entailed
different consequences. In

the Netherlands free choice also meant that parents should be able to cho
5 freely
between work and care, but dien they slioulcl also bear the consequences of their

choices. Free choice referreti primarily to the responsibilities of the parents, not of
the state. In Contrast to Flanders, the Dutch State used free
choice against—not

for—the cxpansion of child care. As the State expressed its position
regarding child
care in 1934, “The Government puts value on the freedom of choice and the par
ents’ own responsibility. Therefore the Cabinet prefers to introcluce the possibility

of a tax tieduction, rather than increasing the budget for child care” (Bussemaker
1993, 226). When in the i
90s the state did intervdne with the Stimulative Mea
9
sure, it stili stressed that parents should remain primarily responsible.
With this policy in place, however, the state trieci to help parents by making
parership with employers. Since child care was a way to attract the human capital
of women, it was feit that employers should take
some responsibility. But the gov
ernment was disappointed. According to a recent policy paper (Ministry of
Social
Affairs and Employrnent 1996), 40 percent of the collective agreements between
employers anti employees containeti no regulations regarding child care. Therefore,
it asserted, “The Government will address the social partners
on their resnonsihil

1
ity.” Nevertheless, the financial structure will be kept in place: employers are stil
held responsible for a large proportion of child care fmnancing.
The ianguage of the market became predominant in Dutch social policy, spoken
by Social Democrats, liberals, and Christian Democrats alike. According to this
rhetoric, the state should facilitate and not obstruct the natural processes of the
market, as it used to do. The language of the market, according toTrudie Knijn, bas
meant that “transforming public goods into private goods sold for profit in a free
rnarket can rcshape clients into consumers who have freedom to select the care they
need” (1998, 89). Parents thus became consumers rather than clients, but in a very
poorly stocked marketplace.

lindorstanding the Difference: The End of Pillarization

[

State intervention into child care in the Netherlands began in the early to mid
1 990s, when liberal ideology was at a high. This context bas meant a completely diE
ferent structure of the supply of care and a different notion of free choicc than in
Flanders. Whv do these different iriterpretations of free choice exist?Why, for instance, is the language of the market not spoken in Flanders?
The notion of free choice today is readuly associated with liberalism, but the no
tion of free choice has also played a crucial role in confessional and partieularly pil
larized socicties. Until the postwar period, Beigium and the Netherlands shared a

typical corporatist setting of pillarization. This refers to “consociational democracy,”
harmonious way to create consensus and stability in a system where no single po
liticaI party holcis a numerical acivantage over the others (Lijphart 1968). In practice
this meant rule by a coalition government made up of subcultural organizations of
uasireligious (liberal and socialist)
1
different rcligious (denominational) and c
groups, all of which had their own organizations (I3ussemaker l998).Thcse organi

zations structured society in all dimensions, inciuding the media, education, wel
Care, anti sports. One reason for this system was to achieve pacif’ication and enhance
domestic consensus. According to Peter Katzenstein (1955), this is a characteristic
of all small, open nations.Yct, pillarization as a system of pacification was also

sary because of differences in society. Unlike the Scandinai’ian countries, the
Netherlancis and Belgium are not homogeneous. In Dutch society, religious differ
ences (Protestant and Catholic) were crucial, hil in Belgium there was opposition
between religious (Cathohc) and anticlerical (socialist) movements. An important

consequence of pillarization was that dominant ideals were firmly rooted in all seg
ments of society, ensuring that they remained stable (see Plantenga 1993).

uch an institutional setting, “free choice” becomes a vital concept. Because of
In 5
the ideological and religious hcterogeneity of the society, it is believeci that citizens
should have free choice to decide, for instance, which schools their children will at

tend. Parents can choose between a Catholic or secular school in l3elgium and
among clifferent rcligious schoois in the Netherlands. This principle of choice also
apphes to hospitais, sports clubs, home care organizations, and th like. Freedom of
chrnre wnuld be en ernntv conceot if the state did not cuarantee choice. Pillarized

societies are, therefore, characterized by “subsidized freedom”; the State must
have
respect for people’s choices and enforce pluralism and diversity (Groof 1983).
This
resembies Isaiah Berlin’s ([19581 1969) notion of positive freedom. Freedom is erg
ative when individuals or groups can and should do what they want withou
t interfer
ence from other citizens or the state. Freedom is posiove when the individual has
the
possibility to develop or choose the direetion she wants and the state is responsible
for widening a citizen’s range of options. Free choice in the pillarized soeieti
es of
Belgium and the Netherlands can be translated into the objeetive of”state plural
ism”: the state enforees a pluralist society.
In the Netherlands, the heyday of the pillarized system occurred before
World
War II, when the political elite of the pillarized organization was in power.
From the
1950s onward, however, this situation torned around. Because of the proces
ses of
seeularization and democratization, the pillars became more and more depend
ent
on the goodwill of the state. Civil society reorganized, profcssionalizcd, and bccam
c
highly dependent on state subsidies in a proccss that has been called the
“etatisrn of
civil society” (Zijderveld 1983). The pillars became “trapped” by the
state. By
cepting state subsidies, the pillars themselves became less important (Van
Doorn
1978). In Belgium, by contrast, the political elite of the pillars—and thos the heads
of child care services, tracle unions, elderly care, education, and the like—have
al
ways been more powcrful. The pillars “overruled” the state—not the
other way
around, as in the Nctherlands (Hellemans and Schepers 1992).
In the Netherlands, however, secularization and democratization led to the ero
sion of civil society and the old pillarized systcm. In the 1980s most of the pillarized
organizations merged, as it was the only way to survive. The end of the pillarization
marked a new era—that of neoliberalism. This gave way to a new
language for de
scribing what society should be; a market of individuals.
Faith in God became faith
in the market and in the importance of individuals who are not lied to “pillars”
but

can act freely in the market (Duyvendak 1997).
The language of the market was hardly spoken in Bclgium. In contrast to the
Netherlands, in the 1980s and 1990s the system of pillariz
ation, with a strong focus
on institutionahzing free choice, was still in place. Throughout
Europe the restruc
turing of welfare states was going forward, but in Belgium the welfare state re
mained relatively untouckecl. Free choice Icept its “traditional” meaning and
legitimized substantial state intervention in child care policy.

)dea)s of Oare
The Flemish Christian Democratie notion of free choice sounds
very attractive, but
ii is an illusion to believe that social policy
can really facilitate free choice. Free
choice gives the impression that the state does not regulate or institutionalize
choices, hut the state always limits the available options and produces new oncs.
When Berlin ([1958] 1969) pleaded that the state should strengthen
people’s posi

i
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tive freedom he also meant that the state could never be neutral. It bas to make de
cisions and b’e directive. Just as in the Netherlands, in Flanders the notion of free
choice is not neutral; institutionalizing pluralism is always a restricted matter. There
is always a eertain “palette” of pluralism and of policy options. There is always im
plicitly or explicitly a message about what can be eonsidered “the good life” and how
citizens should behave.
Thus, in Flanders as well as in the Netherlands, ehild care policy exprcsses
different notions about what is appropriate care. In order to study child care policy
(or other kinds of social policy involving care, such as policy toward the elderly), it
is useful to distinguish five ideals of care that seem to be dominant in Europe at

present.
The first and most obvious is the ideal offuJl-time met her care, which considers
eontinuous mother care pcrformed at home the best way to bring up ehildren. In
the wake of World War II, this ideal became hegemonic in nearly cvery welfare state
outside of Scandinavia and was strongly reinforced by psychologists, pediatricians,
and other children’s professionals who stressed the importance of a strong mother
child hond as a necessary condition for children’s development.The ideal of full1 be seen in all welfare states. A 1993 lEurobarometer
time mother care may stil
survey (Malpas and Lambert 1993), for instance, posed the question: is it bettcr for
a young child if the mother stays at home to look after the child, or if the mother
continues to work outside the home? In all countries of Europe, the majority of
people, both male and female feit that it is best when the mother stays at home.The
majority was smallest in Denmark (60 percent) and Belgium (66.4 percent) and
much higher in the Netherlands (71.3 percent) and the United Kingdom (72.8 per
cent). Full-time motherhood seems to be a persistent ideal, and it is only because of
the increase in women’s labor-nlarket participation that new ideals have dcveloped
in contrast to it.

The second ideal is parcncd] saring. This model is based on the assumption that
men can care for children just as well as women; indeed, advocates for this model

sometinles even go so far to argue that an incrcasc in fathers’ care would be better for
children. For example, in 1998, the Dutch government tried to enforce parental
sharing by running a campaign entitled “Who is that man who comes to our home
a law on
to cut the meat?” Similarly, the Norwegians and Swedes have “daddy
import
just
ant
as
caring
is
model
,
parental tcave with special rulcs for fathers. In this
home,
at
as working. Accordingly, men should exchange time at work for time
whereas mothers should do the opposite. The ideal of parental sharing is subversive
1
5 model, good child care is stil
because it degenders caregiving. Nevertheless, in th
prcsented as hosne-based.

This is also the case in the third ideal, that of ;ntergeneratzonal care, in which the
first generation (grandmothers) cares for the third generation (chddren). In return,
the second generation (daughterslmothers) will care for the grandparents when
thcy become frail. This is not just a ealculated system of family exchange; it guaran
tees good child care, because who could bettcr care than the mother’s mother? The
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ideal of intergenerational care is not gendered in theory, but it stili is in
practice;
grandrnothers, daughters, and granddaughters are the ones most likely to provide
care. The ties that bind are matrilineal and familial, and the family is
regarded as a
haven that protects its members from having to seek care in the outside
world, from
the market or the state.
The fourth ideal, that of profrssionai care, strongly contests the ideal of
full-time
motherhood because it maintains that professionals provide a different tpe of care
than mother care but offer something that should stil) be part of the
upbringing of
evcry child. Often, professional care takes place in child care
iristitutions or is part
of the education system, and its purpose is defined as improving
children’s welfare,
enhancing their development, socializing them, and preparing them for school
and
for society. In fact, all welfare states implement the ideal of professional
care for
ehildren aged five, six, seven, or older through sehools, many of which
begin with
kindergarten. The ideal of professional care for younger children (from
birth to four
years) is mainly manifest in a country such as Denmark, which
has the best-trained
child care workers in hurope. The Danes believe that chilci care improves
children’s
welfare, and that the “social-pedagogical” aspects of care are crucial for this purpose
(see Borchorst, in thi
5 volume). In other societjes, such as Britain, education rather
than welfare seems to be the most important rationale
for professional care at the
moment.’
The fifth ideal is that of the surrogate mother. According to th
5 model, gooci care is
stil) best given by a mother even ft is not the mother of the children. Care is done
a child minder, baby-sitter, or family provider, usually for littie pay, and
becausc
it is offered in the provider’s home, it mast cloicly
rcsembles home-based care. “It
may not help, but it can’t do any harm either” is the
rationale for this kind of care; its

purpose is to “look after” or “keep an eye” on the child when the mother is at worle.
Surrogate mothers are not supposed to change or influence the upbringing of chil

dren; they do not give something “extra” to the child. Professional
, in contrast,
5
have different 9ualities and 9ualifications from
parenti; surrogate mothers, how
ever, are considcred to have the same kind of qualities as
mothers have—motherly

warmth, attention, patience—yet they remain surrogate, because it is stil) Letter f
motherly warmth and attention is given by the real mother.
The ideals of the surrogate mother and of intergenerational care may
not contest
full-time motherhood ideolo as much as professional care or
parental sharing. The
last two challenge the notion that child care by persons other than the
niother is
only a necessary evil because women want to vork. Professional care or
parental
sharing are positive alternatives to full-time mother care and are believed
to im
prove children’s upbringing. As a consequence, women’s
labor is positively re
garded, and care has the potential to become degendered. In the other
two models,
surrogate and intergenerational care rnothers remain at the heart of care and, in tl
end, may reinforce rather than eontest the ideology of full-time motherhood
since
they implieitly seek to reproduce the type of care that that
ideal offers.
In all welfare states mives of idecd a.j-

ai

states promote the ideal of parental shatlng alongside other models. But in the
Netherlands this idcal has a firm tradition and is the dominant ideal. In Flanders,
parental sharing has also become a topic, but the emphasis is much more on the
ideal of the surrogate mother, which is almost absent in the Netherlands. Both ideals
do, in some wav, fit Christian Democratie ideology, which cherishes self-care (as op
posed to institutional provisions) and home-based caring.Yet the effccts on chilci
care subsidies and gender relations are quite different in the two countries.

The Surrogate Mother in Flemich Child Care PoIio
Until the 1970s, institutions, mostly urban, were the dominant type of state-subsi
dized day care in Belgium. As a counterpart to these, organizations of day care
mothers clevelopeci; they were seen as the answer to collective, “cold and formal” in
stitutions as well as to the increased employrnent of rural women.The Catholic
agrarian women’s movement, KVLV (Katholieke Vrouwenbeweging van de L.an
delijke Vereniging), was the first to eau for an organization for child minding. When
thev launched their plan in the early 1970s, they had to convince day care mothers
to join, mothers to use the service, and last but not least, the government to fund
the initiative. CI-ild care at that time was often seen as a necessary cvii; therefore the
agrarian women argued that “bringing up chilciren in a ‘seconci’ home is not neces
sarily worse 1f the quality is guaranteed.” Organized day care mothers, with the help
of the state, could guarantee this quality: “in the countryside many women and fam

ilies are prepared,
•

•

some guidance and information, to provide care success
was suggestec.I that organized day care mothers would activate

with

full,..” In aclclition, it

family and neighborhood life, which was said to Le eroding (KVLV 1977).
It was surely an atti-active bargain. The state had only to interfere a littie, just to

make sure that people would support each other. In addition, organizing and subsi
dizing day care mothers was very cheap compared to day care institutions, while the
uality of hill care was guaranteed and social cohesion could be rcvivcd.The initia
1
c

tive was “crouned” in 1975: day care families would b subsidized. From tisen on,
day care mothers were embraccd by the Christian Democratie Party and the minis
ters in charge of child care. The increase of child care subsidies from the end of the
l9eOs onward were to a large extent used for the development of the Diensten voor
Opvanggezinnen, or Bureau for Day Care Families. Toclay more children are cared
for by subsidized day care mothers than in day care institutions.
Subsidizing day care mothers has offered a way Out of a deadlockcd situation. In

man) welfare states, “warm care,” represented by a dedicated mother who continu
ousl)’ cares for children, was counterposed to “cold” institutional care, in which indif

rent professionals care for children for long hours. In the first case mothers have to
sacrifice for their children, while in the second, children suffer becausc of mothers’
selfishness. Such a contradiction was certaini characteristic of the Flernish debate,as

‘«, IIIuauII

Ul 1 F55 UIIUIUS

against day care institutions, the interests of children agains
t the interests of mothers
(Somers and Peeters 1991; Kind en Gezin 1988). In
no way did the existing (urban)
day care institutions resembie home-based care. Histori
cally, they were part of a
medicohygienic regime. The institutions ‘ere large,
the staff ‘ere nurses, the avail
able places even labeled “beds” (Hermans 1984). Day
care mothers provided an alter
native that was much more in keeping with the wishes
and values of Flemish parents
as well as Christian Democratie ideology: children
would be cared for in homelike
surroundings. (Again, this is the surrogate mother
ideal in which the children are
cared for by a mother, even though it is not their own
mother.)
A svstem of child care built largely on the services of day
care mothers fits well
the conservative-corporatist welfare-state model, for,
to some extent, it reinforces
class differentials. Such a system depends on the existen
ce of a great number of
married mothers who themselves want to remain at
home—in other words, a large
reserve army of mothers who prefer to stay at
home to care. Julia O’Connor, Ann
Orloff, and Sheila Shaver note the “liberal” phenomenon
of”off-loading” carework
for the middie class onto other women of Iess-advantag
ed social status (for exam
ple, immigrants and poor women; 1999, 35).While there
are class differences be
tween mothers and providers in Flanders, the contras
t is not as stark as in liberal
regimes. It is true that the women who use the service
s of day care mothers are gen
erally highly educated, but the providers themselves
are not only women with littie
education; many have had an average level (Werkgroep
Vlaamse Diensten voor Op
vanggezinnen 1992).
Indeed, the Flemish system of day care mothers
appears to reinforce class differ
entials to a lesser extent than It does gender asymm
etries. The system of subsidizing
day care mothers rests entirely on married mothers’
dependency on male bread
winners. Day care mothers pay hardly any tax or insuran
ce contributions; what they
receive is more an allowance than a wage. In retur
n, they must depend on male
breadwinners for social rights such as pensions. Also
when they are ill or need a hol
iday, a “real” earner in the family is a necessity. Moreo
ver, their rernuncration is not
high enough to achieve financial independence. In a welfar
e state where married
women’s dependency on their partners is taken for granted
and strong breadwinner
regulations are stili in place, subsidizing day care
mothers has been a perfect and
cheap solution. While the system serves to legitim
ize paid work for one group of
mothers, it sirnultaneously depends on another group
who prefer to stay at home
and care for their own children. This fits well with Christian
Democratie ideology,
prescrving existing gender differentials as in a conscr
vative-corporatist regime.
It is also bclieved that this type of care does not
harm the children because it is
like home, and safety and a minimum level of quality
are guaranteed. Unlike profes
sional providers, day care mothers are not expected to fulfill
children’s special
needs or offer something extra_something they might
not receive at home. Day
care mothers’ care is the same as a mother’s,
though they remain surrogates. In this
form, child care has no independent legitimization
; children receive care because
their mothers want to work not hpci, i
L’ L_1
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rests on shaky grounds, for it depends, in fhe end, on women’s activity in the labor
market. When women are no longer economically necessary, state subsidies may be
in danger.
For this reason, Kind en Gezin is slowly seeng to weaken the boM of the ideal
of the surrogate mother by enhancing the reputation of professional care and trying
to show that child care outsidc the home can be good for the welfare of children,
and they have been working hard to improve its quality. The rnedico-hygien
regime, for instance, has been ti.ansformed into a child welfare regime, witb con
comitant education, training, and regulation of child care workers. Nurses have
been replaced by pedagogueS and psychologists, and large centers by smaller ones,
with Kind en Gezin regularly supervising the pedagogical aspects of the program.
1 im
The needs of children receive more attention, and while parents’ wishes are stil
pol
recent
state
portant, they are considered alongside children’s welfare.The most
icy paper even argues that child care should become a basisvoorzlenlnga basic
service for all children.ThiS can mean abreakwith the labor market paradi as it
may lead to universal hi1d care (MWEHO 2000). It may thus well be that in the fu
replaced by professioflal care.
ture the ideal of the surrogate mother will slowly be
Perhaps the ideal of the surrogate mother was a necessary stage in the development
of child care in a conservativeC0rP0ratist regime like that of Flanders; it certainly
enabled a Christian Democratie government to legitimize a level of state interven
tion in child care as high as Sweden’s.
However, the increase in state subsidies to child care did not go hand in hand
with a rise in the use of formal child care and a substantial increase of mothers’ la
bor market participation as it did in Sweden.This is because the ideal of the surro
gate mother, hich was so well entrenched in Plemish culture, discourages
mothers’ labor-market participation since it implies that children are best cared for
encourages
by their own mothers. (Conversely, professionalizing Flemish hild care
by ad
home
the
from
absenc
e
mothers’ labor-force participation and concomitant
vancing the claim that it is better, or at least just as good, for children to be cared for
by professionals.) Flemish hild care policy and financial arrangemeflts reinforce the
ideal of the surrogate mother—and its conservative implications by offering
women the option of remaining at home by eitber becoming day care mothers
themselves or relying on state financial incentives such as the marriage quotient and
social security (Cantillon 1999).This option bas proven most attractive to mothers
ith littic or average education who have young children (see table 5.1). Although
follow
in theory Flemish mothers have free choice, this particular group tends to
the ideal of full-time mothering.

Parental haring in th NethrandS
In the Netherlands, the dominant ideal for resolving the moral predicament of
1
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ents work and care part-time, this ideal makes the development of chjld
Care less
urgent. One of the most crucial policy papers of the 1 990s in the Netherlands
is a
report called “Unpaid Care Egually Shared,” published by the
Commission for Fu
ture Scenarios for Unpaid Care (Commissie Toekomstscenarjo’s
Herverdeling On
betaalde Arbeid l995).The Dutch minister of employment asked the
commission to
develop scenarios for the future of paid work and unpaid care, and this body
con
cluded that the most des irable scenario was based on “combinatjon” This
meant
that all people, men as well as women, should work ürty-two hours
per week. Not
only should all the available paid work be shared, but unpaid
carework should also
be shared equally between men and women. In additjon, some of
the caregiving
work should be done by professionals. The commission also agreed that the
state
should take responsibility for care, but to a much lesser degree than, say, in
Sweden
or Denmark The commission concurred with the anti-Scandinsyjan
sentiment
clearly evident in the Netherlands: It was feit that parents should
do the bulk of the
parenting themselves. The Dutch government endorsed the findings of the
commis
sion, stating that the combinatjon scenario, with its emphasis on parental
sharing,
should be the basic model on which modern welfare states would be bujit.
Parental sharing bas two central features: part-time rather than
full-time employ
ment is the norm, and while men should become more involved
in caring, women
should not eliminate all of their caring activities. Attracting men to
care is consid
ered primarily an issue of socialization. In 1993, a course en caring Verzorging) b
came part of the national curriculum; children (bot it was implicitly meant for boys)
up to age fifteen were supposed to learn to care.The objective
was to degender car

•

•
•

ing while emphasizing its importance and difficulty
(GrLne1 1997). More recently,
men were addressed more directly through the aforementjoned
television campaign
with the slogan “Who’s that man who comes to our home to Cut the meat every
evening?” Fathers who are not recognized by their children, the ad implies, are not

very modern. It ies to appeal to a feeling faers supposcdly have;
bringing of their children. In the early 1990s, the
trade Ufllofls

missing the up
ran a similar cam

paign with biliboard ads picturing a man whose message was, “1-Ji, I’m
your dacl.”
The importance of part-time work is the second leg of government policy to
ward parental sharing. Th Netherlands is regarded as “the first part-time economy
in the world.” Part-time vork, particularly for women,
bas become the “normal”
job. The majority of women (60 percent) and a small
but sizable proportion of men
(16 percent) are working part-time. The growth of women’s labormarket partici
pation can be attributed almost entirely to the increase in part-time vork. Motbers,
more than women in general, work part-time; only 5 percent of mothers
with c1dren under three work full-time. Thus, the full-time
working mother who needs
full-time care for her children (the Scandjnavjan anti-ideal) hardly exists in the
Netherlands. In Belgium, by contrast, full-time vork is much more common amon
mothers as well as women in general (see table 5.3; Plantenga 1996 Visser 1999).
Whether apart-time economy rcally icads to parental sharing is not
dear. Op

r

other
mists will point out that more Dutch fathers also work part-time than in any
average of 1 percent).
country (7 percent, as compared to the European Union IEIJI
work partAmong couples with children, in 4.2 percent of the cases, both parents
t of male
percen
22
the
Of
r
time, while the EU average is 0.6 percent (Visse 1999).
desire to
s
a
workers who say they want to work less, one-fourth explicitly expres
e
have more time with their children, but man) fear that their desire for part-tim
that men are
work will not be accepted (NYFER 1999). Pessimists will point out
as they
much
as
just
vork
women
only forced to share the work at home equally if
of the
much
week,
do. Particularly when women xvork Iess than twenty hours a
hours a
caregiving fails on their shoulders. Women who vork more than thirty-two
R
week are more likely to have a partner who contributes to household tasks (NYFE
zes
the
tionali
institu
sharing
l
parenta
1999). Pessimists would therefore argue that
second shift rather than equal sharing.
is now cm
In the Netherlands, the optimists are dominant. Part-time vork
as the
braced by individuals, the state, and trade unions (Visser 1999). As early
ers
employ
their
asked
s
e
mother
7Os, women who wanted to marry and becom
9
1
in
larly
particu
e,
for permission to work part-time, and this became common practic
than
1 97Os, more
areas of labor shortage such as education and nursing. By the late
1980s and ‘90s,
the
In
e.
part-tim
were
one-third of all jobs in these service sectors
be the most vi
to
ed
appear
this became further institutionalized as part-time work
able option given the lach of hild care facilities. Moreover, part-time work offered
the Chris
a solution to the dilemma of working full-time or staying at home, and ft
home.
at
for
cared
mainly
be
should
n
tian Democratic principle that childre
presenting it as
In the 1980s, the Dutch state began to promote part-tune vork,
be
an emancipation measure as well as a way to redistribute available labor. In the
d to this
ginning, both the tracle unions and the women’s movement were oppose
e
workers
n
part-tim
of
alizatio
margin
the
d
about
type of work thcy were worrie
for
g
weeks
workin
shorter
cd
and their lack of social rights. Instead, they preferr
agree
al
nation
—a
everyone. But from the time of the Akkoord ofWassenaar (l9S2)
yment became
emplo
e
,
part-tim
onward
yees—
ment between employers and emplo
memhers
their
asked
yers
of
Emplo
a more feasible option.The National Pecleration
d to th
urn
(relate
ie
to accept part-time work as a solution to the econom clownt
fir
avojd
to
above)
crises of the welfare state in the late 1970s and l980s, discussed
rcorganize and
ing employees. The)’ also found Out that it was not expensive to
le.
possib
was
yment
rescheclule labor in such a wav that part-time emplo
one of the
1990
Trade unions also became more favorable to Part-time work. In
Nederlandse Vakbeweg
large federations of Dutch trede unions, the FNV (Federatie
to do so (Visser
ing), called for part-time employrnent—the first union in Europe
vork
1999). This position can be explained by the fact that women really wanted to
el
1997).
part-time and that they had gaineci more power in the trade unions (Grünn

(social) rights as full-time workers.
In 1996, part-time workers gained the same
ned
no longer allowed to make an distinction when it coneer

Employers were
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worng conditjons In addition, a law soon to be implemented
will grant all citizens
the right to Part-time work. lt stipulates that if it will not
affect the interests of the
compan-, emplovees have the right to vork more hours, but
also to vork fewer.
To understand the effects of this part-time economy for
women’s position in the
labor market, it is necessary to make a distinction betwcen
“small” part-time jobs
(less than twenty hours per week) and “big” ones (thirty to
thirty-tw’o hours). Small
jobs are predominant; one-third of all women have small
part-time jobs (NYFER
1999), but often they require low skills, and are
less well-paid, offering little
prospect for carecr advancement As a result, the financial
independence of Dutch
women is still among the lowest in Europe (Bianchi, Casper,
and Peltoja 1996), and
1 8 percent of the women in small jobs say they would
prefer big ones (NYFER
1999). Even though they are stili part-time, big jobs do
provide more financial mde
pendence and career possibilities, and with legal protection
and social security
firmly in place, they offer the same security as
full-time positions. For many
\vomen, mainlv the more highly educated, part-time work
allows them to combine
work and caring and is therefore a feasible emancipatioi strategy.
1f fathers become
more engaged in caregiving, this may even lead to a further
degendering of part
time xvork (Plantenga 1996).
Stili, part-time work and the ideal of parental
sharing have ambivalent conse
guences for women’s positions in the labor market.
Moreover, the ideal of parental
sharing relieves the state of responsibiljtv for developing
substantial child care 5crvices. Ifparental sharing of child care rcsponsibiljties_home
based, and pcrformed
by both men and womenis considered the best way to bring up
children, child
care services will always remain adclitional or
marginal. It is therefore no coinci
clence that in the Netherlands most children are placed
in child care for only a few
days a week, and that it is primarily more highly-educatej women
who use such fa
cilities. The question is whether it will ever become economically
feasible for lc

weil-educated women to hold part-time jobs and usc
thcsc expensive (because
barely subsidized) services. With the
professional

ideal stili quite weak in the
Netherlands, the predominant approach is to degender the act of caring
and involve
fathers in child care. This places a great deal of hope in the prospect of
changing
men’s behavior, and whether this cao be achieved remajns to
be seen, in the mean
time, the ideal of parental sharing legitimizes
the lack of substanal state interven
tion in chilcl care.

Expansion of child care in the Netherlands began only in the I99O
and developed in
a chaotic rnixtijre of ernployer, employce, and state responsibility
Until then, all

p0litical parties embraced the ideal of full-time
mothcrhood, In contrast to many
other European welfare States, in the
Netherlands it was economically possible to

lul

uphold this ideal. By the late 1980s, hovtever, macroeconomic exigencies and de
mographic worries led te a new labor markct paradigm: women should work. This
new ideal of working mothers was, however, limited to part-time work, allowing
parental sharing to take hold as the ideal solution for child care needs.This not only
accorded with Christian Democratie ideology, but also fit in with the neoliberal pol
itics that became hegemonic vhen the Dutch welfare state became secularized and
the system of pillarization eroded in the 1 980s. The liberal interprctation of free
choice gave direction to the new policy area of child care. As a consequence, cm
ployers and employees in particular have been made responsible for child care. This
has lead to shortages in the market and some of the most expensive child care in Eu

•
•

rope, which onlv more highly educated women can afford to use.
In Flanders, due to financial necessity, mothers did participate in the labor force

•
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much earlier than in the Netherlands. The notion of subsidiarity legitimized state in
tervention rather than the withdrawal of the state, since it holds that when families
need help, the state has to support them.To avoid poverty in the familv, the Flemish
state had already taken responsibility for child care before World War II. In addition,
the notion of free choice was interprcted differcntly than in the Netherlands. In
Flanders, free choice meant that it was the responsibility of the state to enable peo

ple to choose freely between working and caring. Consequently, the state has to sub
sidize staying at home as well as providing sufficient child care. This interpretation
was related to Christian Democratic ideology as it playecl out in the typical institu
tional setting of pillarization. Although this so-called state-pluralism was also a con
pillarized
cept in the Netherlands, by the time child care policy developed there, the
system had already been replaced by the market.
Last year Belgian politics (like the Dutch in 1994) took a historic turn. The
Christian Democrats are no longer in government; insteaci, a “purple and green”
coalition of socialists, liberals, and the ecolog). minded has come to power. The
question is, Will this government reorganize the welfare State? Corporatist struc

tures, as the Dutch example shows (see Visser and Hemerijck 1997), can change.
I-Iowever, it is cloubtful whether the stili-pillarized system in Belgium will allow
radicalism. Belgium, in contrast to the Netherlancis, seems to be more fragile as a
nation-state; as such the traditional Christian Democratie notion of free choice will

probably remain powerful.
At the same time, however, Flemish citizens cannot really choose freely, since
state-subsidized hIld care points parents in the clirection of day care mothers rather
than child care institutions. In the 1990s, the number of subsidizecl day care motbers
almost doubled, while the number of a’ailablc places in institutions remained level.
Day care mothers fit the Flemish cultural preference for home-based, “mother-like”
care without actually clisplacing motbers as the preferred caregivers.The strength of
this ideal helps explain why._—though the level of state-subsiclized child care in Plan

ders is as high as Sweden’s—the femate employment rate falis short. It also explains

how it is that a Christian Democratie regime came to invest so heavily in child care,
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While the prevalence of surrogate mother care reinforced the ideal that children are
best cared for by their mothers (it was also embraced by the Christian Democratic
women’s movernent and the Christian Democratie Party), it also provided a ratio
nale for the Christian Democratic regime’s weli-developed child care policy.
Part-time vork and its related preference for parental sharing is very different
from the surrogate mother as a way to resolve the moral predicament between
working and caring. Both, however, fit into a Christian Democratie ideology that
places high value on caring within the family in the environment of the home. In
cial-democratic countries such as Sweden and Denmark, the ideal of professional
care legitimizes state intervention. Conservative-corporatist regimes, however, are
more likely to piek and choose from among the idcals of parental sharing, the surro
gate mother, and intergenerational care.
However, the outcomes of dlifferent ideals for gender relations in conservative
corporatist regimes may be quite different. “Parental sharing” will always mean that
professional child care is additional, suppiementary, and thus marginal. Both men
and women are supposed to do the bulk of the caring at home and work parttime.
1f men would really change their behavior, this could indeed lead to equal gender re
lations—at least in theory. So far, however, women in the Netherlands continue to
perform most of the caring tasks. Their part-time jobs have fewer career prospects,
except when they are “big” and performed by more highly-educated women. The

Refe ren ce s
Study of Social Scrviccs.”Journal of
Alber, Jens. 1995. “A Framework for the Comparative
Europcan Social Policy S, no. 2: 131—149.
Is It Possible to Identify
Anttonen, A. and J. Sipilii. 1996. “European Social Care Services:
Models?Journal of European Social Policy 6, no. 2: 87—100.
Four Essays on Liberty. London: DxBerlin, lsaiah. [19581 1969. “Two Concepts of Liberty.”In
ford University Press.
“A Cross-National Look at
Bianchi, Suzanne M., Lynne M.Casper, and Pia K. Peltola. 1996.
Working Paper Series no.
Married Women’s Economie Dependency.” Luxemburg Income Study,
11.3. Luxemburg: Ceps/Instead.

Hutton, Anne Corden,Tony
Bradshaw, Jonathan, Steven Kennedy, Majella Kilkey, Sandra
The Employment of Lone Parents:A Corn
Eardley, Hilary Holmes and joanna Neale. 1996.
Policy Studies Centre.
parison ojPolicy in Twenty Countries. London: Family
sekse en ieriargingsstaat (Con
Bussemaker, jet. 1993. Betivisrc zelfstandigheid. lndividualissring,
State). Amsterdam:
tested Independenee: Inelividualization, Gencler and the Welfare
SUA.

States:The Case of Ch1d1998. “RationaleS of Care in ContemporaryWelfa

ideal of the surrogate mother, which is predominant in Elanders, goes along with
full-time employment and financial independence for one group of mothers, but it
reinforces dependency on a male breadwinner for the day care mothers themselves.

care in the Netherlands.” Social Politics 5, no. 1:70—96.
Changing Welfare State).
Cantillon, Bea, ccl. 1999. De welvaartsstaat in de kering (The
Kapellen: Pelckrnans.
estern Democracies.
7
ed. 1993. Families of Nari ons: Patterns of Public Policy in I’T

In adclition, the fact that the surrogate mother idea) reinforces a preference for
mother care may have a depressing effect on mothers’ activity rates, particularly if
financial arrangements make it po
siLl for mothers with lower or average ecluca
5

Aldershot: Dartmouth,
elijk
Onbetaalde zorg 8
CommissieToekOmStsceflanbo’s Herverdeling Onbetaalde Arbeid. 1995.
Equally
Unpaid Care
verdeeld (Commission for Future Scenarios for Unpaid Care:

tion to stay at home.

Ideals of care thu help explain how similar types of welfare states can have dif
ferent child care policies—how for instance, a corporatist-conservative regime can
subsidize child care on a large scale. 1urthermore, the focus on icleals of care reveals
the role 0
f the welfare state as a kind of priest. very welfare state displays notions
about what type of child care is appropriate: it stresses certain financial arrange
menta, subsidizes certain types of care, expresses its views in policy papers and
campaigns. People receive many cultural messages about how children should be
carecl for. The notion that people 5
hould have a free choice, so often preached and
interpreteci differently, is 1
real
)
. an illusion.

Note
1

.This is a relatively recent dcvclopmcnt. Prcviously, professional care was available pri

marily only for “problem famiies.”

Casties, Francis G.,

Shared). Den Haag: Vuga.

English State Formation as Cultural
Corrigan, Philip, and Derek Sayer. 1985. The Great Arch:
llevolution. Oxford: I3asil Blackwell.
Care m Europe.” In Child Care, ed.
Deven, Fred. 1997. “Belgium as a Cross-roads for Clind

Schippers et al.

praktijk” (The Wel
Doorn, van, Jacobus Andrianus Antonius. 1976. “De verzorgingsstaat in
,erzorgingsstoat (The StagnatingWclfare State),
fare State in Praetice). in De stagnercndc
ed. J.A.A. van Doorn and C. j. M. Schuyt. Meppel: Boom.
paarse politiek, maatschappelijk
Duyvendak, Jan Willem. 1997. Waar blijft de politiek? Essays over
(What’s Keeping Politics? Essays on Purple Pohtics, Clvii So
middenveld

en sociale cohesie.

ciety and Social Cohesion). Amsterdam: Boom.
1996. A Review of ServicesjorYoung
ECNC (European Commission Network on Child Care).
Commission.
European
Children in the European Union 1990—1995. Brussels:
Man or Lone Mothers in
Eciwarcis, Rosalind, and Simon Duncan. 1996. “Rational Economie
Feminist Perspectives on Lone
Context?ThC Uptake of PaidWork.” In Good Enough Mothering?
NcwYork: Rootledge.
Motherhood, cd. Silva E. Bortolaia. London and

11e iusion Dr

tree Ufloice

EspingAndersen, Gosta. 1990. The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambridge; Polity
Press.
1999 The Sociaj Foundations of Postindustrial Economies Oxford:
Oxford Unjver
sity Press.
European Commission, 1997. Employment in Europe. DirectorateGeneral for
Emp]ouent,
lndustrial Relations and Social Affairs. Brussels: European Union.
Groof, Jan de. 1983. Pluralisme; kind van de democratie? (Pluraljsm. A Child of
Democrac).?)
Leuven: Davidsfonds
Groot, Wim, and Henriette Maassen van den Brinic. 1998. “Return to Child
Care:Trends in
Child- Care Use, Labor Force Participation and Earnings ofWomen withYoung
Children
1991—1995.” In Child Care, cd. Schippers et al.
Grünnel, Marianne. 1997. Jllannen die zorgen, zijn de kerels I’an morgen. Hoe
jongens dertigers en
vii8piusscrs zich laten aanspreken op onbetaald werk. (Men Who Care Are

roes: Boys, Men, and Unpaid Labor). Utrecht: Ivan van Arkel.
Hellemans, Staf, and Ria Schepers. 1992. “De ontwikiceling van

Tomorrow’s He

corporatieve verzorg
ingsstaten in Be1gi en Nederland” (The Development of Corporative Welfare States in
Be1giui and the Netherlands). Sociologische G,ds (Sociological Guide) 5—6:
346—64.
Hermans, An. 1984. “Wie zal er ons kindeke douwcn? Uit dc
geschiedenis van de
kinderdagverblijven” (Wim Will Care for Our Chuldren? From the History of Child
Care
Instltutions) l-let Kind (The Child) 1: 13—24.
Hoclisehjid Arhje. 1995. “Th
0 Culture of Polics: Traditjonal Postmodern, Cold-Modern,
and WarmModern Ideals of Care.” Social olitics 2, no. 3: 331—46.
Katzenstein, Peter J. 1985, Small States and World Markets; Industrial
Policy in Europe. Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press,

Kersbergen, Kees van. 1995. Social CapitajismA Study of Chrigtian Dernocracy and
the Welfare
State. London: Routledge.

Kind en Gezin. 1988. Kinderopvang: een groeiende keuze van ouders.
Studie van en roorellen raar
kinderopvang in Vlaanderen (Cluld Care: A Growing Choice

of Parenta, Study and Piane for
Chuld Care in Flanders), Brussels; Kind en Gezin,
rsfag 1996. hO jaar nden Gezin. (Annuai Report 1996: TenYears of
997
l
.Jaarve
Chiid and Famihy). Brussels: Kind en Gezin.

Trudi 1998. “Social Care in the Netherlands.”In Gender,
0
Knijn,
Social Care andll7elfare Statc
Itcstructuring in Lurope, ed. jane Lewi
. Alderahot, l-Iants, Eng.: Ashgate.
5

Knijn, Trudie, and Monique Kremer. 1997. “Gender and the Caring
Dimension of Weifare
States: Towardg Inch ugi ve Citizenship.” Sôcial Pahitics 4, no. 3: 3 26—6 1.
KVLV (Katholieke Vrouwenbeweging van de Landelilijke Verenignig). 1977. Een
dienst

thoalgezinnen in het kader van de v.z.ic Gezinszorg van de

Landelijke Beweging (A 3ervice for
Family Day Care in the Context of the Rural Movement).
Leuven: KVLV.
Lambrechts E. 1 979. Vrourr’enaybe,d in Belgif: Het tewerkste]Jing sheleid inzake
vrouwelijke arbeid
çkranchten (Women’sWork in Belgium: Employment Policy
towardWomeflWorkers)
1930—1972. Brussels. CBGS (Center for Population and Family
Studies).
Lambrechts, E., and L. Dcwispelaere, 1980. Het nationaal werk voor
kinderwelzijn. Een overzicht

van de ontwikkeling sinds 19fl (The Nationai Organization for ChuldWelfare A
Survey of

Deuejonmr.nt vir,v.a IQ7\ P.-.......J...

r’n,-’c’

fare Regimes.”Journal oj European
Lewis, Jane. 1992. “Gcnder and the Development oRVel
Social Pohicy 2, no. 3: 37—55.
ations for Work and
2001. “The Decline of the Male-Breadwinner Model: Implic

r

Care.” Social Politics 8, no. 2: 152—69.
Democracy in the Netherlands.
Lijphart, Arend. 1968. The Pohitics ofAccommodation; Pluraliem and
Berkeley and Los Angeles: Univcrsity of California Prcss.
g Inseitutions: The Organizational Basis of
March James G., and Johan P. Olscn. 1989. Rediscoverin
Politics. NewYork: Free Press.
ans and The Family. Resuits of an
Malpas, Nicole, and Pierre-Yves Lambert. 1993. Europe
, Directorate-General for
Opinion Survey. Commission of the European Communities
ls:
Employment. Industrial Relations and Social Affairs. Brusse ISC.
). 1996. Kansen op corn
rlandsi
yment
[Nethe
MSEA (Ministry of SocialAffairs and Emplo

.
bineren. (Opportunities to Combine).The Haguc: MSAE
s
mi). 2000. Blauw
MWHEO (Ministry ofWelfare, Health and Equal Opportunitie (Belgiu
hap in Vlaanderen (Blueprint
druk voor een toekomstgerichte uitbouw van het kinderopvanglandsc
EO.
sion of the Child Care Landscape in Flanders). Brussels: MWH
for the Future Expan

ch). 1999. Meer werken, minder zorgen. Arbeid
NYFER (Nijenrode Forum for Economie Resear
orry: Labor and Care in Law and Collec
en zorg in wetgeving en CAO’s (More Work, LessW

tive Labor MarketAgreements) Breukelen: NYFER.
Marken, Families: Gender,
O’Connor, Julia S., Ann Shola Orloff, and Sheila Shaver. 1999. States,
and the United States. Cam
Liberalism and Social Poliiy in .4ustralia, Canada. Great Britain
bridge: Cambridge Universitv Press.
gehuwde vrou,v Onderzoeksresultaten Nego
Pauwels, Koenraad. 1978. De arbeidsparticipacie van de
ls: Centrum voor Bevo1kingsen
(Labor Market Participation of MarriedWomen). Brusse
GezinsstudEin.

and the Pohitics of Retrench
Pierson, Paul. 1994. Dismantling the lvelfare State? Reagan. Thatcher,
ment. Carnbridge; Cambridge University Press.
rd jaar vrouivenarbcid in Nederland en
Plantenga, Janneke. 1993. Een afwijkend patroon. Honde
Labor in the Netherhands
(West-) Duitsland (A Deviating Pattern: A Century of Women’s
and IWesti Germany).Amsterclam: SUA.
f Part-Time Woric in the Netherlands.” So
1996. “For Women Only? The Rise 0
cialPolitics3: 57—71.
(On the Recovery of the Social
Quadro,gesimo anne. 1932. “Overhet herstel der sociale order”
Order). Utrecht: Urbietorbi, rpt. 1993.
’Vomen’s Employment
Rubery, Jili, Mark Smith, and Colette Fagan. 1996. Trencit and Prospectsforl
n in the Labor
Wome
on
of
Situati
the
s
on
in the 1990s, European Network of Expert
an
Commission.
Europe
the
for the Equal Opportunities Unit, DGV of

Market. Report
Manhester: Manchester School of Management.

idge: Cambridge University
Sainsbury’, Diane. 1996. Gender, Equahity and Wejfare States. Cambr
Presa.

rd jaar debat

1891—1991. Honde
Salemink, Theo. 1991. Katholieke kritiek op hee kapitali.sme.
hsm 1891—1991: A Century
vrije markt en i’crzorgingsstaat. (Catholic Criticism 011 Capita
-

.

_.

1 .1

flIiC_.. C...4...\

ti,,.,,.a,.,-i,m.

ccn

01cr

-,c

i,a illusie:: W

St UIIUR,S

Schippers, Johannes J., jacques J. Siegers, and Jenny dejong-Geirveld, ede. 1998.
Child Care
and Female Labour Supply in the Netherlands: Facts, Analyses, Policies. Amsterdam: Thesis
Pub
lishers.
Skocpol,Theda. 1992. Protecting Soldiers and Mothers:The Political Origins
of Social Policy in the
United States. Cansbridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
Somers, Ann, and Jan Peeters. 1991. “Over slechte moeders, goede kinderopvang en
vice
versa. Grasduinen in de geschiedenis van de visie op moederschap en kinderopvang
” (On
Bad Mothers, Good Child Care and Vice Versa: Browsing through the History
of Views
on Motherhood and Child Care). Utrecht: GS (Shtichting Gestructureede Samenwerk
ing Interdisciplinair Onderzoek Gebouwde Omgeving) jaarboek.
Storms, Bcrenice. 1995. Het matteiis-e[fect in de kinderopvang (The Matthew Effect in Child
Care).CSB berichten. Antwerpen: Centrum voor Sociaal Beleid/UFSIA.
Trommel, Willem, and Romke Van der Veen, cda. 1999. De herverdeelde
samenleving. Ontwik
keling en herziening van de ,Niederlandse verzorgingsstaat (The Redistributing Society:
Devel
opment and Restructuring of the Dutch Welfare State). Amsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press.
Tweede Kamer. 1998—1999. Beleidsnota Kinderopvang (Parliament Policy Paper
on Child
Care), 26587, no, 2.The Hague:Tweede Kamer,

OKAPTER 6

Doos none wave a “Libre Choix”P
Subversive Liberatism and the Politios of Frenoh Child Care Policy
Kimberly Morgcifl

retrenchment because
ome students of social policy disrniss claims of welfare-state
data reveal
there have been few dear instances of major cutbacks, and aggregate
Fligstein
1996;
(Pierso
n
securit
y
consiclerable continuity in spending on social
restruc
economic
1998) .Yet, when viewecl from a gender perspective the effects of
more apparent.The evo
turing and budgetary austerity on the welfare state become
these processes.
itition of French child care policy offers a useful window onto
Organi
zation for Eco
the
among
Prance has one of the strongest child care systems
closer look re
a
nomie Cooperation and Development (OECD) men1ber states, yet
Currently
veals that welfare state ad economic restructuring have taken their toli.
famed
the
of
one
place
in
a
have
three
age
of
the
under
percent of children

Utrechta Nieuwsblad. 1996. “Belgisch kind komt alleen thuis om te slapen.” (Belgian
Child
Only Comes Home to Sleep). April 24.

Vanclemeulebroeclce, L. 1993. “Kinderopvang in Vlaanderen” (Child Care in Flanders).
Peda
gogischTijdschrift 18, nos. 5—6: 309—23.

Vanistendael, F. 1989. “Gezinsfiscaliteit” (Familv Finances).
Algemeen hscaalTijdschrft (Gen

eral Fiscal journal). De hervorming van 1988 (The Reform of 1988). January:
12—20.
Visser, JeNe. 1999. De sociologie van het halve werk (The Sociology of Half-Time Work).
Am
sterdam: Vossiuspers AUP.

Visser, Jelle, and Anton Hemerijck. 1997. “.4 Dutch Miracle”Job Growth,J
l’elfare l5form and Cor
poratism in the Netherlands. Amsterdam; Amsterdam University

Preis.
(Ministerie van Volksgezondheid, Welzijn, Sport IMinistry of Health, Welfare and
Sportj). 1997. Zes jaar Stimuleringsrnaatregel Kinderopvang 1 9ÇO—l 99Ç (SixYears of Stimu
lative Measure Child Care 1990—1995). Rijswijk:VWS.

Welzijnszakboekje 1992—1993 (Welfare Handbook). 1993. Zaventum:
Kluwer.
Werkgroep Vlaamse Dienster voor Opuanggezinncn (Organizatio

only 9

crèches, while 50 perccnt are cared

1
t

4

n for Flemish Services for
Family Day Care). 1992. “Who Are the Family Day Carers?” St. Niklaas: Werkgroep.

for by a parent, usually their mother (cce table

care (CNAF 1997a).
€.1).The rest are looked after by nannies or are in family child
amount now spent
State spencling 0fl collective child care has been surpassed by the
a
on individualized forms of care, such as nannies or family child care, revealing
inser
women’s
promo
ting
After
crkche.
commitment to the traditional 1
weake
ng

conservative governments
tion in the labor market in the 1970s, both socialist and
exit from the labor
have subsequently favored policies that encourage mothers’
greater flexibility in
force. New forms of service provisinn refJect the search for
emplo
yment, such as part
service delivery to match the proliferation of atypical
and quanti
qualitative
important
time work or evening shifts.These trends have had
aggregate spending data fail to capture.
tative effects on child care provision that

WRR (Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid rscicntific Council for
Govern
mental Policyl). 1990. Een ,,erkend perspectief .4rbeidsparticipatie
in dc jaren negentig. (A

TSBLE

Working Perspective: Labor Market Participation in the Nineties).The
Hague:WRR.
Zijderveld, Anton C. 1983. “Transformatie van de verzorgingsstaat” (The Transformation
of
the Welfare State). In De nadagen van de verzorgingsstaat. Kansen en perspectieven voor morgen

6.1:

PERCENTIDE Ot FRENCI4 Ci-IILDREN

Crbches

UNDER

3 iN CHILD CARE
90/s

Licensed family child care

Subsidized nannies

(The Twilight of the Welfare State), cd. Philip A. Idenburg. Amsterdam:
Meulenhoff.

1

Home

vn
t,-urnr’r. C’JAP i1997l

2%
50°/s

76%

